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In consiceririg Tasks 2 .< o of tne April L i.erlin Contingency ^fanning 
raper, a casic disagreement developed between l'o anu n]t/Vrench Dosition on 
response of Allied military pilots to ooviet/uUt intercept actions within the 
corricjrs. The ori. lnal agreed uraft of the t.-iree Air Forces contained only 
section (a) of paragraph H3* Subsequently, trie -W, Germany, recommencec the 
following addition: "However, if pilot of unarmed transport aircraft ignores 
intercept signal and intercepting aircraft opens lire at or near r.im, oifot 
would have discretion to obey signal." 



After tripartite iSmbassy discussions based upon jtiArfJa rejection of 
this position, the British Enoassy recommended trie additional wording now set 
forth in paragraph h} b of the enclosed Tasks 2 i 6 Paper. The british 
rationale appears to be based on tne consideration tiiat tne tritisn intend to 
enploy Militarised charter aircrpft and militarily inexperienced civil oilots 
hastily called up for various airlift operations. The *W feels these oilots 
cannot be expected to respond pn^erly to or report accurately on intercept 
action. The French stated tunt since t:;ey expect to be using Air France 
aircraft anu crews flying "ticer Oovernment i,ecr e, they feel same considerations 
apply. 

On the other hand, LpSAKL points ;>ut that acquiescence to intercept 
eignala, even after lein-;; fircc :n, constitutes n.n admission that berlin air 
access oepends on 5oviet/Gb-.i approval. The itmbassy agrees that i>ovi^t intentions 
could not be uetermined wiU finality if they are able to interrupt air access 
by harassment without actually snooting an aircraft down. This question could 
not be resolved at the Embassy level in uonn. 

The enclosed Papers are submitted to tne Lepartment for transmittal to 
the Tripartite ^orkinR Liroup in masuin{;ton for further action, and are being 
f6ttrarat*.,^eparately to LIVE OAK for General Norstad*s comments. 
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June 30, 1959 

(f^EMJN CONTINGENCY PMMHIHO - AIR ACCESS 
'*,*, Tripartite Paper dated April U, para 12 (b) 7 
Paper Agreed by the Three Embassies, Bonn 

The Task 

" k 7 is defined in the tripartite paper of April 1, as follows, 

.„<„> The three. Emhassies it^AAl^^ZTJll^" 
staff in Paris or with <*™T£mW planning to deal with the 
SwirgrpecLT^VerCSrL^ss cestion,- 

( 7 ) Flights in the Berlin corridors above 10,000 feet". 

The paper further ^™^^^££S^£«tM 
simple tripartite agreement to fly at an 
orations of individual aircraft. 

2 . The origin of this prohlem is the refusal «££*?£$?** 
K*Z?g Kfs ?TSl ed g atrcrtft° ff5 tfc. aircraft of the Polxsn 

, a + h» three Allied Air Forces in Germany for 

* ^aw^^si^is gas --0,000 

S2SSK ttiS-ttl ^difficulties. 

k The three Embassies have examined ^Jf^^^ST^tB of 
relating to traffic in the air coders and eo«£*to* but are a unilateral 
iS^O U 2,500 feet "£<^J^££,Ub provide for certain 
rfixm by the Russians. The ^"-P*™ t or $ Q0 feet in the corridors, 
Satins on low P^^l'^fJ, "fn the Berlin control zone in the 
St^a^K'buf the 5 se°are not transgressed by present Allied 
air contingency plans. 

Conclusion 

-, a* that if Allied air contingency plans 
The three Embassies conclude «»*«*2r commanders should have 
are put into effect the afpropria te^ Allx ed ax r feet ^ the 
Sscretion to -^/^^e/.nenever they consider it necessary to 
r suc^slran UUefcperation that they should do so. _ 

sscaES — 
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BEttLIN GOriTlNCitlLiCY FUNDING - Alft ACCiJbS 

Lf: Tripartite Paper dated April h, para 12 (t) 2 and 6 

Paper Agreed by tne Three Embassies, Bonn 



ealt j£^ 



The Task 

Tasks 2 and 6 are defined in the tripartite paper of April U as 

follows: 

■12(b) The three Embassies at Bonn, in consultation with «**£*£*"• 
staff in Paris or with other military headquarters as appropriate, 
*m£L revfew or complete contingency planning to deal with tne 
5 following aspects of the Berlin air access questions 

(2) Possible Soviet or East German threats against the safety of 
flignt in the Berlin corridors and control zones and, 

(6) Possible direct interference by the Soviets or East Germans 
with flights in the Berlin corridors or control zone.* 

Scope of the Study 

/ Ihe effect of threats on normal civil scheduled services is dealt 

/ ,^ • _T?n + h- ?Llc T Paoer. It is assumed that serious threa£fl- 
I with in part in *n<?hfJir probably result in the cessation^ ; normal 
£vil7erv£e. Vhele^de/of S2 paper is therefore conceded with 
acUontTbe Jaken by aircraft flying under military control. 

" Evaluation of Possi ble Hazards 

The three Air Forces in Germny have evaluated possible Soviet/GDR 
threats and direct interference as follows t 
(A) Threats Against Safety of Flight 

f 1) The question whether f lights in the corridors should be 

decision. 

(2) The Soviets/GDR could give warning of their Intention to 
istaolish either temporary or permanent restricted "ess within 
^corridors or Berlin Control Zone. These would be quite 
iUegaTand unless the Soviets took positive action to make 
the restrictions effective, they would be ignored. 
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(B) Direct Interference with Flights 



(1) 



Electronic Jamming of Communications and Navigation Aids 
(Including the Operation of Deceptive Radio Beacons): 
Although the Soviets/GDR might attempt to jam communications 
(air/ground, ground/air and ground/ground), and radio and radar 
aids to navigation, it is assumed that the effective and 
simultaneous jamming of all equipment throughout the corridors 
and the Control Zone is beyond their present capability. 
Soviet/GDR. electronic counter-measures can be neutralized to 
some extent by one or a combination of the following* 

(a) Technical measures that have been or are being taken: 

(1) Increase gro-md radio transmitting power and 
install high-gt i directional and omni-directional 

antennas • 



(2) Increase power and install an ECCM (electronic 
counter - counter-measure) in the Berlin Air Traffic 
Control radar and improve the GCA facilities at 
Tegel and Tempelhof Airfields. 

(b) Effecting a procedure for frequency changes, within 
framework of available frequencies, to offset the 
effects of spot- jamming, 

(c) Instituting additional noise modulated channels for 
passing important message traffic to Berlin, 

(d) Employing an air navigation system and/or ground 
navigational aids less susceptible to Jamming, 
Although suitable equipment exists, the time factor 
may prevent their installation, 

(e) Flying only in VMC and VMC marginal conditions, in 
which event the problems arising from the need to 
increase sortie rates must be accepted, 

(2) Restricted Areas t The effect of a threat to institute 
restricted areas in the corridors or control zone has been 
discussed in paragraph (A) 2, The Soviets can take positive 
action to make restrictions effective byi 

(a) Holding live firing exercises. Aircraft would take 
evasive action as necessary to clear the area, but 
must remain within the corridor. Subsequent flights 
through the area would depend on a governmental 
decision. 
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(b) Instituting air activity of sufficient intensity to 
harzaxd- safety of flight * Aircraft would continue to 
fly as required and the increased risk of collision 
would have to be accepted. 

(c) Physical Interference (e.g. Ealloons). Obstructions 
conld be removed by either air action or by convert y 
measures, both courses of action requiring govern- 
mental decision. 

(3) Ordering Aircraft to Land ; 

(a) Military aircraft would ignore intercept signals if 
^7* the pilot is satisfied he is within the corridors, but 

obey if over the Soviet Zone and outside the corridors. 

(b) The British and French Air Forces consider that should 
the fighters open fire after an order to land has been 
ignored, the Captain of a transport aircraft should 
then have discretion to comply* the pilot of a probe 
flight would not, of course, be given this discretion. 

(c) The US Air force considers such compliance inconsistent 
with the April h Paper and considers that acquiescence 
to intercept signals, even after being fired upon, 
would constitute admission that Allied air access to 
Berlin depends solely upon Soviet/CibR approval. The 

US Embassy concurs in the US Air Force position as 
stated in (3)(a) only. 

(d) A Governmental decision is required on the response 
of Allied military aircraft to Soviet/GDR intercept 
signals if fired upon. 

(U) Attacks on Aircraft t In the event of theSoviete/GDR 
taking direct military action resulting in the loss of an 
Allied aircraft, three courses of action are opent 

(a) Continue air transport operations, accepting the 
risks of subsequent attacks. 

(b) Suspend operations temporarily, pending such 
diplomatic action as may be taken. 

-^(c) Use tripartite tactical aircraft to maintain air 
' access. 



Selection of one of these courses would require Governmental 
decision. 

•3B8SCL 



90lU#|-/j* 



Enclosure 2 
Page h 
Desoatch No* 

BONN 



19U1 



fSTOflSE^. 



Conclusion 

The three Embassies agree that the paper should be referred to 
governments to take note of the courses of action proposed by the three 
Allied Air Forces and of the points on which Governmental decision will 
be required. 
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